showed that even in this elementary respect much more needs to be done (Commission, 2004) . In none of the Member States the Framework Decision had been fully transposed into national legislation (Groenhuijsen, Letschert, 2006) Compliance with international legal instruments requires more than adaptation of domestic legislation. Implementation must be followed up in case law and in operational activities such as the provision of resources, tools, skills and training. In the final analysis what really matters is the impact of implementation efforst on the key client groups. in this cases the victims of crime. Combining results on these "performance indicators" of domestic victim policies, a composite victim satisfaction index will be presented.
In the concluding paragraph the results of the socio-legal analysis and of the victim-centred impact evaluation will be related to each other. From these combined results some general conclusions about the state of implementation of the EU Framework Decision across the Member States of the Union will be drawn.
Measure of implementation of the COE recommendations
In the introduction we referred to the evaluative study by Brienen&Hoegen and the so-called 'scorecard methodology' they have used in order to assess any progress made in implementing the Council of Europe's recommendations on victims' rights. The method -and the results it has yielded -can be summarized as follows.
The authors argue that compliance with the standards set by the recommendation can best be measured not by taking a snapshot view at the relevant jurisdictions, but by reviewing the dynamics of the criminal justice systems involved regarding victim rights. In order to do so, they have introduced the concept of a 'developmental model' of implementation. The basic idea behind this is to look for changes within the system, for actual reform in the direction of the aspirations contained in the recommendation. Procedure or similar legislative instruments. In the area of treatment and protection, a striking research finding is that in many score boxes the rating indicates that compliance is 'adequate', meaning more or less at the level required by the recommendation. As an exception to this rule, on the very basic provision that police officers have to be trained to deal with victims in a sympathetic, constructive and reassuring manner, the majority of jurisdictions is rated 'poor' while only a single one (Denmark) has the score of 'excellent'.
According to the assessment, the outcomes on compensation and restitution are downright disappointing. All across Europe, it proves to be much easier to provide victims with information and to secure dignified treatment and protection than it is to award victims financial redress for the harm they have suffered. For instance, if compensation/restitution is a penal sanction, the recommendation requires that it should be collected in the same way as fines and take priority over any financial sanction imposed on the offender. Many countries fail to comply with this basic standard; only few jurisdictions (England and Wales, Norway, Scotland and Sweden) are rated as 'good' in this respect.
Then there is the assessment of progress on the basis of genuine progress indicators (best practices). The authors have identified 6 genuine progress indicators.
(1) The creation of opt-in information systems ; these are more effective than general, formal commitments, because it logically leads to the installation of an information-infrastructure for the authorities to monitor the victims' expressed wishes to be informed of events during the entire proceedings.
(2) Enforcement of compensation or restitution orders on behalf of the victim, both when the order is a penal sanction as well as when it is emanating from an adhesion procedure. Based on this three tier system, the scorecard methodology led to the following composite conclusion. When all ratings of the legislative initiatives, other indicators and best practices were taken into account, the countries that rank in the top are: Belgium, England and Wales, Ireland, The Netherlands, and Norway.
Below them, with medium rating, come: Austria, Denmark, France, Germany, Scotland, Sweden, and Switzerland. Lowest scores were given to: Greece, Iceland, Italy, Luxembourg, Portugal, Spain, and Turkey. From the countries that were included in the ICVS which will be discussed in the following sections, Estonia, Finland, Hungary and Poland were missing in the Brienen&Hoegen evaluation of the implementation of the Council of Europe recommendation.
Victim-based performance indicators
In 1987 In each country an average of 400 respondents had been victimized by one of the five types of crimes. With such sample sizes, national population rates vary within confidence limits of approximately 3 to 4 %. In the case of a reporting rate of 50 % , there is a 90 % certainty that the true rate among the national population lies in the range between 46 and 54 ( for more information on confidence intervals see Van Kesteren, Mayhew, Nieuwbeerta, 2000) .
Reporting rates
Percentages of serious crimes reported to the police vary greatly across world There is no evidence that reporting rates for the five types of crime have changed much over the years in European countries. Noteworthy seem the incremental increases in reporting since 1996 among victims in Poland and
Estonia. This result may point at a more general upward trend in reporting in Eastern Europe , reflecting increased confidence in the integrity and competence of the police.
The decision to report victimization experiences to the police is determined by a variety of considerations. Most frequently mentioned reasons in previous sweeps of the ICVS were "should be reported", "'retribution", to 'recover property", to "stop it", "insurance reasons" or "to get help" ( Van Dijk, 1999; Van Kesteren, Mayhew, Niewbeerta, 2000) . There are distinct differences between the reporting motivations of victims of property crimes and of contact crimes . Victims of property crimes more often mention to report to recover property or to satisfy insurance. Victims of contact crimes more often mention that they want the victimization to stop or to receive help ( Van Dijk, 1999) .
Victims in the more affluent countries are more likely to report for insurance reasons ( Van Dijk, 1999) . One explanation for higher reporting rates in Western
Europe is the higher proportion of households covered by insurance for losses from property crimes.
Victims who have not reported are asked to give their reasons as well. Most frequently mentioned reasons are "not serious enough", "police could do nothing" and "police won't do anything". The reason "not serious enough" is more often mentioned in the more affluent regions of the world in cases of property crime.
Special victim policies by law enforcement and judiciary authorities as promoted in the EU Framework Decision can only be applied when the majority of victims are ready to report their victimizations to the police. Sufficiently high reporting rates can be seen as a precondition for the implementation of such policies.
There is some evidence that the way victims are treated by the police by itself affects the readiness to report. Previous analyses of ICVS data have shown that repeat victims of property crimes are less likely to report incidents to the police, presumably because earlier experiences as reporting victims had been unsatisfactory (Van Dijk, 2000) . If victims expect to receive better services, including referals , reporting rates may go up. However, other factors such as perceived effectiveness and integrity of law enforcement as well as administrative insurance requirements also determine reporting rates (Goudriaan, 2006) .
Reporting rates can in our opinion better be used as indicator of over all police performance than as indicator of the adequacy of special victim policies.
Victim satisfaction
The EU/ICS asks reporting victims whether , on the whole, they were satisfied with the way the police dealt with the matter. In developing countries satisfaction tends to be higher among victims of contact crimes than of property crimes. This is probably because in developing countries victims of property crimes are often disappointed that the police has failed to recover their property.
In developed countries satisfaction levels of victims of different types of crime show much less variation. In contrast to elsewhere victims of burglary in developed nations show slightly higher rates of satisfaction ( see also Allen, 2006 ) . This is probably because these victims are satisfied with having secured the documents required by insurance and have few other demands. There is some empirical evidence to support the latter interpretation. Three out of the top-five countries in terms of victim satisfaction with the treatment of their complaint by the police did not have a fully functional independent national victim support organisation in place during the time frame covered by the survey.
Switzerland and Luxembourg, placed at 5th and 3d place respectively both had an NGO in place named the "Weisse Ring" that at the time suffered in terms of credibility with the police. For Luxembourg, the situation turned so serious that the Weisse Ring was expelled as a member from the European Forum for Victim Services, the umbrella organisation for national victim support organisations.
There were strong pressures in that jurisdiction to create new facilities for victims from within the police forces. In Switzerland, tensions did not run that Main reasons of dissatisfaction are that the police "did not do enough", "were not interested", "did not find the offender", "did not recover goods", "gave no 3 In the -generally optimistic -overview Opferhilfe in der Schweiz. Erfarungen und Perspektiven (Victim support in Switzerland. Experiences and Perspectives), Bundesambt für Justiz, Bern/Stuttgart/Wien 2004, there is hardly any reference to a single NGO offering nationwide services to all categories of crime victims. 4 Visit www.euvictimservices.org 5 The Dutch crime victim survey shows, for example, that the provision of crime prevention advice to reporting victims has gone down significantly since the 1990s. 6 A general factor behind the drop in satisfaction may the gradual increase of victims reporting by phone or via internet. There is some evidence that since 2002 victims who have no face to face contacts with the police are somewhat less satisfied ( Allan, 2006 ( Allan, , 2005 . Older sweeps of the BCS, however, showed no such difference ( Simpson, Myhill, 2000) .
information" or were "impolite". These opinions suggest that victim satisfaction is determined by both the outcome of the investigation ( arrest of offender, compensation) as by the quality of services delivery to victims ( expression of real interest, provision of information and respectfull treatment).
British research has found some indications that victims are less satisfied when a known offender is not charged and/or no property is recovered ( Allan et al, 2005) . The main source of dissatisfaction , however, appeared to be that insufficient information had been given ( Syms, Myhill, 2000) . Regardless of outcomes, older, middle class victims in England/Wales tend to be more satisfied than victims belonging to ethnic minorities ( Nicholas, Walker, 2004) . In an indepth evaluation of victim satisfaction in The Netherlands victims were asked to rate several aspects of police performance ( Winkel et al, 2006) .
Multivariate analyses showed that victim satisfaction was more strongly related to the quality of the reception/treatment than by outcomes ( arrests, charges or the arrangement of compensation). Taken Worth mentioning is furthermore that according to Brienen and Hoegen ( 2000) Denmark, together with the Netherlands, Belgium, Luxembourg and Norway, 
